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PER CURI AM

Following a jury trial, Antwoyne L. Watt was convicted
of possession with intent to distribute cocaine base, in violation
of 21 U S.C. § 841 (2000) (Count One), possession of cocai ne base,
in violation of 21 U S.C. §8 844 (2000) (Count Two), possession of
a firearm in furtherance of a drug trafficking offense, in
violation of 18 U S C 8§ 924(c) (2000) (Count Three), and
possession of a firearm by an unlawful user of a controlled
substance, in violation of 18 U S C 8§ 922(g)(3) (2000) (Count
Four). Count Two, a lesser included offense of Count One, was
merged with Count One for sentencing purposes. Watt received a
total sentence of 217 nonths in prison, consisting of 157 nont hs on
Count One, a consecutive sixty nonths on Count Three, and a
concurrent 120 nonths on Count Four. Watt tinely appeals,
claimng that the evidence was insufficient to support his
convictions on Counts Three and Four. Finding no nerit to his
clains, we affirm

A def endant chal l enging the sufficiency of the evidence

“bears a heavy burden.” United States v. Beidler, 110 F.3d 1064,

1067 (4th Cir. 1997). *“The verdict of a jury nust be sustained if
there is substantial evidence, taking the view nost favorable to

t he Governnent, to support it.” {dasser v. United States, 315 U. S.

60, 80 (1942). This court “ha[s] defined ‘substantial evidence,

in the context of a crimnal action, as that evidence which ‘a



reasonabl e finder of fact could accept as adequate and sufficient
to support a conclusion of a defendant’s guilt beyond a reasonabl e

doubt.’” United States v. Newsone, 322 F.3d 328, 333 (4th Gr.

2003) (quoting United States v. Burgos, 94 F.3d 849, 862-63 (4th

Cr. 1996) (en banc)). In evaluating the sufficiency of the
evidence, this court does not review the credibility of the
W t nesses and assunes that the jury resolved all contradictions in

the testinony in favor of the governnment. United States v. Roner,

148 F. 3d 359, 364 (4th Gr. 1998). The court reviews both direct
and circunstanti al evidence and permts “the governnent the benefit
of all reasonable inferences fromthe facts proven to those sought

to be established.” United States v. Tresvant, 677 F.2d 1018, 1021

(4th Cr. 1982).

As to Count Three, we conclude that the evidence
presented at trial was sufficient to permt a reasonable fact
finder to conclude that Watt know ngly possessed the gun and t hat
Watt’'s possession of the gun was “in furtherance” of a drug-

trafficking crine. See United States v. Lomax, 293 F.3d 701, 705

(4th Cr. 2002) (discussing the factors that mght lead a jury to
conclude that there was a connection between a defendant’s
possession of a firearm and the defendant’s drug-trafficking
activity); id. at 706 (explaining that “[f]lact finders are not
required to blind thenselves to the unfortunate reality that drugs

and guns all too often go hand in hand. . . . Therefore, a fact
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finder is certainly entitled to cone to the conmobn-sense concl usi on
t hat when soneone has both drugs and a firearmon their person, the
gun is present to further drug trafficking.”).

As to Count Four, we conclude that the evidence was
sufficient to permt a reasonable fact finder to conclude that
Watt know ngly possessed the gun and that Watt was an “unl awf ul
user” of a controlled substance within the neaning of § 922(g)(3).

See United States v. Jackson, 280 F. 3d 403 (4th Cr. 2002) (holding

that firearm possession and drug use need not be sinultaneous to
support 8 922(g)(3) conviction).

Accordingly, we affirmWatt’s convictions. W dispense
with oral argunent because the facts and |egal contentions are
adequately presented in the materi als before the court and ar gunent
woul d not aid the decisional process.
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